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Abstract
This paper explores the nature of eValue creation, assessment and distribution within
communities joined through the Web, and the possible implications on end user
acceptance of pervasive information technology (IT). Specifically, we draw on
developments of the ”new economy” in order to understand the nature of ”value” within
electronic networks, and its effects on the moderators of user acceptance.
The focal point of interest is the adoption-diffusion continuum, from prior use to postadoptive behavior, within the context of attention getting and attention giving. A rough
typology of eValue classes is introduced as a secondary epistemological level to aid
clarifying when and how value-rational end-consumer action affects attitude toward use.
The analysis strives a unified view on user acceptance decision processing, combining the
management perspective (Cooper & Zmud 1990), the user perspective (Rogers 1995),
the organizational perspective (Swanson & Ramiller 2004), with emphasis on the
information processing perspective (Engel et al. 2001).
Keywords: eValue, pervasive IT, user acceptance, innovation diffusion, attention, Web

1.

Introduction

The social informatics community has undertaken a number of studies of user acceptance
of IT - and of the impact of different moderators on that user acceptance. The analysis of
value as a moderator of user acceptance of IT has been limited to aspects of performance
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expectancy (PE). Venkatesh et al. (2003) theorised PE as the strongest predictor of
intention (p. 447) in both voluntary and mandatory settings and defined it as the degree to
which an individual believes that using the system will help him or her to attain gains in
task performance. “Gains attainment” in this instrumental context is equivalent to the
process of undertaking something to obtain utility or merit, i.e., value.
Heijden (2004) introduced the constructs of self-fulfilling value (p. 696) and hedonic
value (p. 698) and contrasted them to instrumental value (where instrumentality implies
there is an objective external to the interaction between user and system, such as
increasing task performance). The author suggested that hedonic value can play a pivotal
role to increase acceptance of otherwise utilitarian information systems (p. 701). Prior
research in this area has been directed at the extrinsically motivated user (driven by the
expectation of some reward or benefit external to the system-user interaction), and the
intrinsically motivated user (driven by benefits derived from the interaction with the
system per se) (see Venkatesh et al. 2003). For the most part, the IS literature is silent on
the balance between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. Overlooked is “the problem of the
problem”, i.e. what drives intrinsic motivation itself (given the fact that if intrinsic
motivation is no longer valued, or if the connection is severed, then extrinsic motivation
loses its justification (Harold 2005)). Important signals of self-fulfilling and hedonic
value are being underestimated in this context.
This study undertakes to theorize more richly than has heretofore been done on the
information processing perspective of user acceptance decision making (see Figure 1)
through the lens of value-driven behaviour within eNetworks. The remainder of this paper
draws on the current stage of research on eValue (sections 2, 3, and 4), and outlines an
analytical framework (sections 5) to serve as a point of departure for addressing eValue
as predictor and influencer of innovation diffusion (sections 6 and 7).

2.

Network Economics Perspectives

The retreat from the Keynesian style of economic management has been well discussed
throughout the recent years within the field of network economics. The following section
offers a review of several streams of research concerned with assessing attention allocating a person’s limited cognitive resources, and barter (i.e., gift relations) - the new
type of economic exchange on the Web, each bringing its own theoretical and empirical
toolkit to bear upon understanding of eValue.
2.1

Attention Economy

In the blockbuster mass media world of the 60ies and 70ies, distribution was the scarcest
resource in the value chain. In some segments, this was due to regulation - spectrum
scarcity, for example, enforced an artificial broadcast distribution scarcity. In others, this
was due to natural monopoly dynamics - newspapers, for example, were natural
monopolies. The cheaply networked Web 2.0 technologies of the 90ies created vast
amounts of entirely new kinds of media - more than have ever concurrently been seen
before - a micromedia explosion. The incentives for “prosumers” to produce a huge
plethora of forms of micromedia popped into existence; blogs, podcasts, vlogs,
machinima, fan films, and cosplay are just a few examples. In turn, the micromedia
explosion means that competition for attention becomes truly intense: attention becomes
more expensive than production (BG Strategy Lab 2005).
A few developments: a continuing rapid rise in the number of people attached to the Web
and trying to get attention through it; a continuing growth in the capacity of those on the
Web to send out multimedia or virtual reality signals, and thus to capture attention
through all these means; a continuing growth of the amount of information on the Web ,
2

The New Economy, eValue and the Impact on User Acceptance of Pervasive IT

and the ability to share it easily (Golghaber 1997). Hence a wealth of information creates
a poverty of attention: computer processing power increases by leaps and bounds, but the
processing power of the human brain stays the same (Greenberger 1971).
Telecommunications bandwidth is not a problem; human bandwidth is. The implications
for business are dramatic (Davenport 2001). Based on the textbook definition of
economics as the “study of how societies use scarce resources to produce and distribute
valuable commodities”, and considering the fact that attention is becoming the scarcest
resource in the value chain across consumer markets, Goldhaber (1997) introduced the
term “attention economy” to replace the cliched notion of “information age”.
2.2

The High-Tech Gift Economy

During the Sixties, the Situationists and similar groups believed that the tribal gift
economy (prefigured in the tribal past, where tribes in Polynesia organised themselves
around the circulation of gifts) proved that individuals could successfully live together
without needing the market. In the late Eighties, when [Ben Slivka] suggested that
Microsoft consider giving away its browser for free, à la Netscape, Bill Gates exploded
and called him a ”communist” (Barbrook 2005). Today thousands of people make money
from giving away information free over the Web - their money-making secret is simple:
win people´s attention first, and then rip the benefits in the form of version-software sales
or advertising and sponsorship (based on Gauntlett 2000). Apart from that, millions of
Web users daily engage in “interactive creativity”, and collaborate with each other
without the direct mediation of money - they send eMail, take part in listservs, contribute
to newsgroups, participate within on-line conferences and produce Web sites. In this “HiTech Gift Economy”, money-commodity and gift relations are not just in conflict with
each other, but also co-exist in developing symbiosis, where the gift is supposedly about
to replace the commodity (Barbrook 2005).
The Internet today is a mix of the ‘free and the fee’, though it still remains in its great part
a gift economy. Yet it is clear that those continuing to champion gift economy principles
are now doing so for mixed returns (Veale 2003). Some authors see working gift
economies as adaptations not to scarcity, but to abundance, with a general, intangible
expectation of return from the broader community (Surman & Wershler-Henry 2002).
Three fundamental principles are being favoured as describing the path in which gifts
‘flow’ through the gift economy: (1) exchange in the Internet gift economy facilitates
reciprocity; (2) reciprocity in the form of intangible rewards; (3) intangible rewards
leading to tangible rewards (Veale 2003).

3.

The nature of eValue

The term value has been considered as being one of the most overused and misused terms
in marketing and pricing today (Bannister & Remenyi 2004). A vast and continually
expanding literature continues to generate a miasma of conflicting viewpoints and
alternative discourses. This article argues that any understanding of value in the context
of electronic networks must be sensitive to three considerations: (a) eValue dynamicity
and complexity must be taken account of as important facilitators or inhibitors driving
value-rational end-consumer action; (b) the notoriously discussed difference between
”value in use” and “value in exchange” must be clarified to avoid misinterpretations; (c)
the motivational oppositions “business eValue” versus “customer eValue”, as well as
“business eValue” versus “societal eValue” should be differentiated to facilitate crosssectional analysis. The latter should not preclude the option of discussing the matter as a
structural whole. To achieve this, no single locus of analysis should be privileged. This
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paper introduces a rough eValue typology (see Table 1) as a potential framework to
incorporate these concerns.
But what is eValue? In much of the literature on IT evaluation, as well as IT diffusion and
user acceptance, there is no discussion of the concept of eValue per se. The meaning of
the term is assumed to be implicitly understood (Bannister and Remenyi 2004). There is a
broad range of definitions used for the term “IT Value”, including:
• Parker and Benson (1988) base their concept of IT value on Porter’s value chain
(Porter 1985). IT Value, in their definition, may be summarised as the ability of
IT to enhance the business performance of the enterprise.
•

Berghout and Renkema (1997) define IT value as the outcome of financial and
non- financial consequences of the IT investment.

•

According to Schell (2004), an information system has value only in the change
of expected payoff for decision making versus not using an information system.

•

Davenport et al. (2001) considered IT business value as a function of the
individual information systems application and the particular context within
which it is applied.

We may safely conclude that the definition of value is far from universally agreed especially among information systems academics (Bannister & Remenyi 2004). All of the
flexible definitions of IT value leave the fundamental nature of eValue untouched. They
allow us however to begin to understand what kinds of things constitute (at least partially)
eValue. The following three subsections present three considerations we deem necessary
for any understanding of value in the context of electronic networks.
3.1

eValue Dynamicity and Complexity

We argue that dynamicity and complexity must be taken account of as important aspects
of eValue. Some general evidence supporting the contention of eValue dynamicity
includes:
• The impact of IT in the long-term may be quite different from the impact in the
short-term (Bannister & Remenyi 2004).
•

The benefits of IT are just not stable. Identification of IT benefits is elusive.
Especially early benefit identification is even more elusive and that is the
propensity for benefits to evolve over time. Some benefits dry up while other
which may originally not have been foreseen, materialize (Remenyi 2004).

•

Each IT value proposition should be studied over its entire life cycle: from the
moment of the value creation (e.g., customization/personalization of a laptop), its
appropriation (e.g., Amazon’s one-click shopping), its consumption (e.g.,
listening to music), its renewal (e.g., software updates) or its transfer (e.g.,
disposal of old computers) (Osterwalder 2003).

Some general evidence supporting the contention of eValue complexity includes:
• Digital information resources are notoriously characterised by massive fixed
costs of original production and low marginal costs of reproduction and
distribution. As a consequence, the extraction of economic benefits from these
goods is tricky and special institutional devices are needed to address the issue
and encourage innovation (Ciffolilli 2004).
•

IT companies increasingly organize in networks and offer bundles of products
and services as a group. Today the art of creating and co-producing value with
others is clearly at the centre of strategic tasks. This is essentially due to the
4
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falling costs of IT and the increased connectivity of actors, which has opened up
new possibilities for creating co-engineered information goods and services, new
information-based value-added services or information-rich physical goods.
Especially eBusiness value propositions tend to be complex and hard to
communicate in an easy way (Osterwalder 2003).
In classical economics terms, something is considered to be valuable in the degree to
which it is scarce, therefore an unlimited resource has very limited value. But this directly
contradicts the basic nature of digital products - any sequence of bits can be copied any
number of times. This contradiction can only be resolved by abandoning the idea that
scarcity is the only measure of value (- 2001). By reflecting on this proposition, Surman
and Wershler-Henry (2002) saw working gift economies as adaptations not to scarcity,
but to abundance, ”with a general, intangible expectation of return from the broader
community” (p.2).
3.2

“Value in Use” versus “Value in Exchange”

Value in use is a concept that Orlikowski (1999) has explored, arguing that “technology is
not valuable, meaningful or consequential by itself; it only becomes so when people use
it” (p.253). Classical economics states that there are two types of value: value in
exchange and value in use. Accounting is based on value in exchange where the amount
of money for which a product changes hands is its value. This notion has the great
advantage of being clear and simple to understand and apply. Value in use is more
complex to understand and has considerable problems in being quantified. The problem
which arises in IS evaluation is that value in exchange is not of much help in assessing
the success on an investment where there is no exchange (Bannister & Remenyi 2004).
On the other hand, authors like Aigrain (1997) and Goldhaber (1997) argue that the term
“value” is much misunderstood whenever it is being compared or equated to “usage”.
Usage is not value, and the fact that a good (i.e., IT application) can be used makes it a
candidate for having value, but it is only in the process of exchange that this value can
translate in economical value. One definition of value, related to monetary price/cost,
comprises the property of having material worth, often indicated by the amount of money
something would bring if sold. The classical money system is based on the simultaneous
inter-changeability of units of money, on the one hand, and of standardized goods on the
other. However, with the endless originality and diversity of the Attention Economy
(Golghaber 1997) that kind of exchange is no longer possible. Even though one can
loosely compare amounts of attention paid to different performances, attention does not
come in precise, indistinguishable units. If attention were a commodity in a strict sense it
could be bought. In other words, attention just cannot be reliably bought for any specific
price. It is not a commodity. There can be no bid and counterbid in advance of a
transaction on the Web, and thus nothing resembling the equilibrium that characterizes
standard markets in action (Golghaber 1997).
We argue that the ”value in use”-”value in exchange” debate as a twofold discussion on
eValue should be abandoned. According to us, it is too limited to interpret eValue only
within these two aspects. The nature of eValue is not simply twofold, but more
complicated. For example - the value of open source software is being realised on the one
hand through its usage (given the absence of licensing, the surplus on the use side
exceeds that of comparable proprietary software). However, value also stems from the
option of making modifications to the software. With proprietary software such
modifications are typically neither permitted nor feasible given the absence of source
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code. Hence, not only does open source create value through its usage but additionally
through its creation1 (Bärwolff 2006).
3.3

Business eValue versus Customer and Societal eValue

The recent years have witnessed a peak of scepticism in social science with regard to the
societal value of IT. The latter has often been taken to be ”dubious”, in contrast to
business value. For example Bannister and Remenyi (2003) argue that IT develoment is
totally irrespective of whether it facilitates a more satisfactory experience for the user of
the product or whether its long-term societal effects are good or bad. IT companies are
not in existence primarily as social benefactors or good deed doers. They are
entrepreneurial organisations driven by the profit motive. The information technology
industry has a need to sell and has an interest in creating demand, if necessary for what is
unnecessary. IT offers new worlds of knowledge, increases choice, provides greater
freedom of expression, simplified processes, saves time and money and in general
empowers the citizen and the consumer. On the other hand, it deluges the citizen with
information of doubtful quality, creates anxieties associated with having too many
options, allows intrusive freedom of expression to those from whom people may not wish
not to hear and threatens the privacy and civil liberties of the citizen (Bannister &
Remenyi 2003).
To return to the example of free software development, let us look at two classes of
motivation, as identified by Bonaccorsi and Rossi (2004): i.e., social, and economic. The
major social motivations of free software developers, as expressed by individuals and
firms, are:
• ”Personal exchange with other software developers”
•

”Because we want to place our source code and skills at the disposal of the free
software community and hope that others will do the same”

•

”Because we think that software should not to be a proprietary asset”

•

”Code should be free”.

The only economic motivation, expressed by both individuals and firms, is ”gaining
reputation” – obviously in the hope to transform this intangible reward into tangible at a
later point of time.
The motivational comparison between open source firms and individual programmers has
resulted in observing ”selfish” firms and ”altruistic” individuals. In particular, firms
emphasise economic and technological reasons for entering and contributing to open
source and do not subscribe to many social motivations that are, by contrast, typical of
individual programmers (Bonaccorsi & Rossi 2004).

4.

eValue Typology

Observations like the latter invite the necessity to formulate a systematic framework of
the kinds of eValues, perhaps resulting in a typology. This typology could then be
compared to existing typologies of costumer and business values, thus contributing to the
rich body of knowledge in this area specifically in the context of electronic networks.
1 The “Copyleft” (CPL) model permits the free distribution, modification and redistribution of a modified
version of the programs it covers. The main characteristic feature is that modified versions of programs
licensed under the CPL, must be also licensed under the same terms (Nuvolari 2005).
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In the first place, all of one’s values are of two kinds, intrinsic and extrinsic. Things are
worth valuing either because of their relationship to something else worth valuing, or
because they are simply (in themselves) worth valuing. The values that need to be
justified by other values are extrinsic; those that do not are intrinsic (Harold 2005).
Table 1: eValue Typology2
eValue typology
Extrinsic

Intrinsic

Instrumental /

Hedonic

functional
Self oriented

•

deriving business/

•

fun in IT usage/creation

customer benefits
from IT
•
Other oriented

deriving societal
benefits from IT

Self-fulfilling
•

reputation communicated to
others

Thus our classification, depicted in Table 1, hinges on the two basic dimensions of
“extrinsic” and “intrinsic” value, and introduces the concepts of “self oriented” and “other
oriented” eValue as follows:
Self oriented eValue is either:
• extrinsic - also called instrumental (Barr et al. 2005, Heijden 2004) or functional
(Bevan & Murphy 2001) – i.e., deriving business or customer benefits from IT
usage or creation, or
•

intrinsic – expressed in the form of hedonic (Heijden 2004) value – i.e., fun in IT
usage or creation.

Other oriented eValue is either:
• extrinsic – i.e., deriving societal benefits from IT usage or creation, or
•

intrinsic – expressed in the form of self-fulfilling (Heijden 2004) value – i.e.,
reputation communicated to others in the electronic network. Meant is the
“cyberspatial reputation capital” (Torvalds 1998) stored in the minds of the
eNetwork members.

The remainder of the analysis tackles different types eValue to aid clarifying how valuerational end-consumer action affects attitude toward IT use. The next section prepares the

2 Table 1 extends some basic concepts of Holbrook’s (1999) typology of consumer value within the context
of electronic networks. For more information on Holbrook’s typology see (Bevan and Murphy 2001).
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analytical ground, necessary for this purpose, by presenting our view on IT
adoption/usage decision processing.

5.

IT Adoption/Usage Decision Processing - Revisited

The graph below (Figure 1) extends a basic concept from Engel et al. (2001) (the
Consumer Decision Process Model) with three innovation diffusion process models:
Cooper and Zmud (1990), Rogers (1995), and Swanson and Ramiller (2004) in order to
provide a framework to serve as a point of departure for understanding IT adoption/usage
decision processing within broad context.

Stimuli (IT Artefact)

Information
Processing
Perspective
(Engel et al.)

Management
Perspective
(Cooper &
Zmund)

Exposure

Initiation

Attention

Adoption

User
Perspective
(Rogers)
Knowledge

Organisational
Perspective
(Swanson &
Ramiller)

Internal Search

Comprehension
Postevaluation

Acceptance

Acceptance

Adoption
Decision

Retention

Routinization

Implementation

Implementation

Confirmation

Assimilation

Post-Adoptive Behavior

Adaptation

Elaboration

Comprehension

Memory

Persuasion

high low

Infusion

External Search

Figure 1: IT adoption/usage decision processing – revisited

The framework is structured based on the time-related user acceptance (of IT) constructs:
prior use, use, habit, and post-adoptive behavior (Jasperson et al. 2005), and the two
mediating cognitive processes - external search, and internal search.
External Search
The attention process starts with scanning, a kind of detection mechanism - external
search (Figure 1). Stimulus-driven attention (Brinck 2003) is being demonstrated at this
stage, and it works bottom-up. The subject (IT adopter) is immersed in a constant flow of
8
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information that provides him/her with a basic state of arousal. It functions as a
background against which the part of her environment that the object attends to stand out.
The subject is constantly scanning the environment, searching for possibilities to act.
Attention is attracted by a new and somehow anomalous object or feature in the visual
field. The IT artefact needs to stand out in order to be detected. Saliency will increase if
the IT artefact is behaviourly relevant according to the needs or drives of the subject.
Prior Use
During the prior use of an IT feature, individuals most likely engage in active cognitive
processing (Jasperson et al. 2005). The context and time duration of exposure to the IT
artefact dictates the level of comprehension. Comprehension is the intentional thinking
process of constructing meaning, where the information gathered is translated into a
mental model. Once the IT artefact has been detected, and a mental model of it has been
constructed, the sensory information enters the early vision system and remains in the
subject’s episodic memory.
Use
The stage of IT use contains the substages of acceptance, retention (information
processing perspective), and routinization (management perspective) (see Figure 1).
Acceptance implies commitment to usage, and routinization implies usage, exercised as a
normal activity (based on Cooper & Zmud 1990). Both imply multiple exposures to the
IT artefact. The mental model of the IT artefact is updated on each exposure. Thus the
episodic information is generalized, and stored in the subject´s semantic memory.
Retention implies formation of “semantic knowledge”, as a map that ties together the
multiple exposure reflections in a meta-mental model of committed comprehension.
Habit
With any repetitive behavior, reflective cognitive processing dissipates over time, leading
to non-reflective, routinized behavior, also called habit (Jasperson 2005). Expectancy
relates to familiarity and routine, and the attention object [IT artefact] survives occlusion
in space, and over time (based on Brinck 2003). Ng-Kruelle and Swatman (2003)
analysed “habituation” as a psychological phenomenon of the individual continuing to
either reject or accept an innovation - based on previous experience - without indulging in
much pre-thought or structured decision making. In a broader sense, habituation is a
neurologic phenomenon that causes a person to become less aware of repetitive stimuli
(Cohen 2003).
Habituation contains the substages of infusion (management perspective), and
confirmation (user perspective) (Figure 1). Infusion implies using the application in a
comprehensive and integrated manner (Cooper & Zmud 1990), and confirmation implies
decision reinforcement (Rogers 1995). With the decision being repetitively reinforced,
the brain desensitizes to the significance of the decision-making process.
Internal Search
At this stage, goal-driven attention (Brinck 2003) is exercised top-down, in anticipation
of some well-defined item. The subject is searching for a particular object, and the
attention is geared to react when it appears. The subject’s needs and desires determine the
aim of the search. The salient feature that serves to indicate the appearance of the object
is likewise selected before the search begins.
Post-adoptive Behavior
An individual’s past use behavior produces a tendency (e.g., post-adoptive intention) for
the individual to act in a particular manner (i.e., applying a common set of IT application
features) given a particular context (i.e., a specific work task) - the so called post-adoptive
behavior (Jasperson et al. 2005). Post-evaluation may be characterized by high or low
9
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level of elaboration - the individual´s willingness and ability to think about the position
advocated (Figure 1). The lower level of elaboration negatively influences the possibility
to be convinced into IT repeat usage by means of objective persuasion, and value-related
argumentation. We informally hypothesise that low elaboration during post-evaluation
may be analysed as follows:
Possible oversupply of information adds stresses and burdens to the subject’s information
processing, frequently causing psychological anxiety and tension, reduced attention span,
difficulties in memorizing and remembering, and poor decision making (Waddington
2003). Pervasive information dissemination within Web communities - the boundless
(re-re-)distribution of behavioral messages, enabled by efficiently linked flows of
information - overburdens the attention-paying subject with too many cognitive cues.
Cognitively overstressed, the brain escapes in a passive position of dissonance, where the
subject will avoid information and situations that might increase the dissonance,
especially if it affects his/her self-esteem (see Cognitive Dissonance Theory (CDT) Festinger 1957).
CDT, as a theoretical referent, is just beginning to gain prominence in the IS literature
(see Bhattacherjee & Premkumar 2004), but the level of cognitive dissonance has not
being operationalized or measured, and therefore no causative mechanism may be
withdrawn. The Expectation-Disconfirmation Theory (EDT) (Oliver 1980) - an extension
of CDT - conceptualized cognitive dissonance in terms of disconfirmation, i.e.,
discrepancy between one´s cognition and reality. Within IT usage context,
disconfirmation implies discrepancy between users´ original expectations and observed
performance of the IT application. This logic is consistent with Helson´s (1964)
Adaptation Level Theory (ALT), which holds that later-stage cognitions can be viewed as
an additive function of prior cognitions plus the deviation or discrepancy from those
levels due to actual experience (Bhattacherjee & Premkumar 2004).
A key facet of post-adoptive behavior is the influence of an individual’s [prior] use.
Paradoxically, the seemingly clear-cut lines between these stages blur on the Web . This
fact stems from the overlapping author/consumer roles of the Web user. Web usage is
not a one-off activity but rather an ongoing, iterative threading back and forth between
authorship and consumption. Aigrain (1997 p.3) stated that there is no large complexity
barrier to the production/posting of contents on the Web, resulting in something like a
continuum between attention getting (i.e., authorship) and attention giving (i.e.,
consumption) instead of the clear cut line of some other media. Hence, we suggest that
the subject´s recollection of [prior] use as author of Web content may influence postadoptive behavior as Web content consumer and vice versa. Thus, post-adoptive
behavior may be theorised as the joint outcome of prior-use level of comprehension, and
usage-stage disconfirmation-driven adaptation as being determined jointly by attention
getting (i.e., posting of contents on the Web ) and attention giving (i.e., the deep mental
scripting/reflective thought that results in and from consuming of contents on the Web).
5.1

Motivation

The analytical framework of ”IT adoption/usage decision processing”, depicted in Figure
1, has been motivated based on two major considerations: 1) behavioural “intention” must
cease to be seen as the coronation of all analytical efforts in order to allow for a broader
view; 2) instead, the focus should be shifted on information processing.
Why away from ”intention”?
Traditional Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) modelling is predominantly based on
behavioural intention, with “intention” being theorised as the main (fundamental)
predictor of “actual use of IT” (see Venkatesh et al. 2003), and understanding “intention”
seen as the coronation of all analytical efforts. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)
10
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(Azjen & Fishbein 1975), the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis 1989), as
well as the Hybrid TPB-TAM (Taylor & Todd 1995) and similar theories are mostly
referred to in this respect. We believe that “actual use of IT” is rarely deliberately
“planned” or rationalized, and therefore any modelling frameworks relying exclusively on
one-way routes of rational action are too simplistic.
Why focus on information processing?
The traditional approach to study consumer decisions has been based on an assumption of
a rational decision-maker with well defined and stable system of preferences. The
decision-maker is assumed to have knowledge of all the relevant aspects of the products
available for choice as well as the consequences of each alternative choice. It is assumed
that the consumer is able to calculate which option, product or service, will maximize
her/his received value or expected utility (Niva & Timonen 2001).
During the past couple of decades, rational choice theory has been challenged by those
researchers, often psychologists, who stress that people make decisions based on
simplifying strategies, heuristics, which often lead to biases and errors in the resulting
decisions. This approach, which stresses the limits in human information processing,
argues that rational choice theory is inadequate to explain how consumers make decisions
in real life. Because of their limited information-processing capacities, people tend to rely
on some heuristic principles, which enable them to reduce the complexity of problems.
These principles can be described as ‘rules of thumb’, which are used in everyday life
(Niva & Timonen 2001), [e.g., for example, in situations of IT adoption/usage decision
making]. Rationalists strongly criticize the heuristics-and-biases approach which “. . .
would lead us to believe that humans are hopelessly lost in the face of real-world
complexity, given their supposed inability to reason according to the canon of classical
rationality . . .” (Gigerenzer & Goldstein 1996, p. 651). According to Gigerenzer and
Goldstein, the heuristics approach and the classical rationality approach have more in
common than is apparent at first glance, as both are based on calculation and
probabilities, i.e. on information processing. Information processing, therefore, works as
epistemic “glue” between both approaches, and is suggested in this paper as a basic point
of view to analyse IT adoption/usage decision making. This is why, the emphasis in our
model (Figure 1) is placed on the information processing perspective (Engel et al. 2001).
The following sections analyze different types of value-rational decision-maker
motivations in the context of our model (Figure 1) and their affects on attitude toward IT
use.

6.

eValue effects on User Acceptance – Business Perspective

eBusiness value refers to the value accrued to the economic players of the value system,
i.e., mostly business firms (Christensen & Methlie 2003). The value extracted from a
factor [of production] that is in excess of what is required to elicit the supply of that factor
is called economic rent. Melville et al. (2004) saw IT economic rent as derived from time
compression diseconomies in trying to imitate resources of other firms as well as in
limited substitutability. Ormazabal (- p.12) defined economic rent as equivalent to the
concept of surplus value, namely value that appears “surplus ” to [one] business player
but as a loss to the rest of the business players.
Torvalds (1998) elaborated on “cyberspatial reputation capital” as a major source of
surplus eValue on the Net. According to Golghaber (1997), in the new economy
attention itself is property. It is located in the minds of those who have paid attention [to
the IT artefact] in the past. Thus, attention wealth can decline, only to revive later, but is
rarely entirely lost. Torvalds (1998) considered “trusted networks of people” to be
“property holders” of cyberspatial reputation capital. This capital remains “banked”
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within the networks of people, and only small amounts need to be converted to dollars,
while the greater part brings cyberspatial earnings [i.e., economic rent] over time
(Torvalds 1998).
One study adapts the notion of embeddedness from social network theory as a lens
through which to examine strategic payoffs of EDI (Chatfield & Yetton 2000).
Embeddedness is defined as how central an EDI network is to managing interfirm
interdependence, as indicated by people links, mutual exchange of information, and joint
problem solving (Melville et al. 2004). As soon as an IS network becomes central to
problem solving, and supporting of higher-level aspects of work, its embeddedness
becomes a major factor for business value optimisation. According to Uzzi (1997 p.35)
embeddedness is a logic of exchange that promotes: economies of time, integrative
agreements, Pareto improvements in allocative efficiency, and complex adaptation.
Fichman (2000) positioned the stages of IT embeddedness as follows: routinization - the
extent to which an innovation has become a stable and regular part of organizational
procedures and behavior; infusion - the extent to which an innovation's features are used
in a complete and sophisticated way, followed by assimilation to finally reach full
institutionalization. Fichman (2000) analysed the ”bandwagon” effect, exhibited during
these advanced stages (also called “me too” variety or ”join the crowd” effect). This
effect originates in a selfreinforcing process (critical mass pressure), which yields a
tendency for a community to become locked-in to widely adopted technology standards.
Hence, a trend emerges for excess inertia to develop around an existing standard because
of reluctance among users to leave a mature network and join an immature one.
Swanson and Ramiller (2004) elaborated on the commonplace practice of innovatining
mindlessnessly with IT - as being entertained whenever organizations choose to be
inattentive to the firm’s own circumstances; by doing so, they let IT-usage routines lull
them into complacency with some widely touted “best practice”. The origins of ITmindlessness are in attention deferral, which extends into adoption (bandwagon
pressures) (Swanson & Ramiller 2004). All this is accompanied by the ”thoughtlessness”
of end-user habituation, which may play the role of subjective norm within Web
communities: pervasive informational cascades may prevail, falsely suggesting that a
broad, substantive, and well-considered consensus exists.
Thus, mental embeddedness in the form of cyberspatial reputation capital and
organisational embeddedness in the form of system assimilation may be viewed as
sources of IT economic rent over time. Suplus eValue creation for the business players is
largely stimulated by ”bandwagon” effects, as well as factors of end-user habituation.

7.

eValue Effects on User Acceptance - Consumer Perspective

Embeddedness is one aspect of the broader and well-discussed topic of IT pervasiveness,
characterised with growingly unpredictable patterns of consumer behaviour (Kinsey
2005). One of the least analysed angles of consumer behaviour on the Web is value. For
us eConsumer value entails the value accrued to (trusted) networks of people - part of the
value system, i.e., mostly comprised of individual adopters. Let us look at eConsumer
value through the lens of marginal costs. The marginal costs for producing additional
Web services and applications tends towards zero - this works because on the Web (i.e.,
with software or web content) one can duplicate the output indefinitely, so that many
people get the benefits for little or no extra costs (Torvalds 1998). In this case, we may be
tempted to conclude that consumer benefit (eConsumer value) should be infinite, and
even infinitely multipliable. Of course, we experience nothing of the sort.
Why does it not work like this? Lanham (in Srinivasan 2001) gave a partial answer by
analysing the “architecture of information”, and the need to think carefully about the
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“construction of attention-structures”. Lanham found that consumers were less than
pleased when our software demanded their scarce attention. They demanded a software
infrastructure that demanded zero attention from them. In other words, they wanted
software to be almost invisible, transparent. The software infrastructure had to liberate
and empower them by allowing them to concentrate on the brutal business environments.
Thomas Davenport, echoing such views, wrote that software professionals have a role to
play in the upcoming “battle for attention” (Davenport & Beck 2002).
There is empirical evidence to suggest that some consumer reactions may operate through
effort expectancy (Venkatesh et al. 2003). For example, one stream of research sees the
user value of mobile technologies not in their convenience, simplicity or immediacy
within existing routines (Durlacher Research Ltd 2000) but in the freedoms they create
(Kadyte 2005). Meant are process freedoms created by making fully mobile as many as
possible of the steps, people, information items, and communication needed in order to
design an effective supply chain.
Analogously with the familiar phrase “price of freedom”, Ng-Kruelle and Swatman et al.
(2002) introduced the price of convenience (PoC) as a heuristic device to aid
understanding of how a user trades personal privacy for the conveniences of mobile
technology. A classical Weberian (Weber 1978) analysis of human action in socioeconomic context was undertaken to categorise individual consumer attitudes, which
showed that when non-instrumental values are salient (i.e., a non-negotiable premium
placed on personal privacy protection as a precondition of commercial exchange), a
Weberian condition of value-rational end-consumer action can be said to obtain.
We hypothesise value-rational end-consumer action to be increasingly exhibited through
pursuit of hedonic and self-fulfilling value. Illustrative in this respect are behavioural
stereotypes of ”getting value back” from involvement with any project on the Internet. A
good example is the practice of free software development - an ultimate manifestation of
the Hi-Tech Gift Economy (see 2.2). Free software developers are a special type of
consumers (”prosumers”) who use and develop IT applications repetitively and
interdependently. The whole project is built on the idea that everybody puts in whatever
they can - and that the sum of a lot of small effort is a really good system (Torvalds
1998). It only works if free contributors understand this barter-type exchange of value,
and put in their working hours each, while taking more or less hours [in form of
benefiting from the system] out. These people aren't being coordinated through some
central planning agency, or even the invisible hand of a (price-determined) free market:
the system depends on the instinctive reaction of individuals to put in those single hours,
understanding that unless most of them ”donate”, the benefits from the project would
quickly disappear. The flow of value into this community is unbalanced, with some
people contributing much more than most, and the large majority contributing nothing at
all. In this case, what motivates free software developers? Linus Torvalds, the developer
who wrote the core of Linux, said in an interview that programming may be his job, but
long before it was his job it was his pleasure, similar to other programming people who
were willing to do it just for ”fun”. On the question about his motivation to develop the
system, he said that originally Linux was just something he had done, and making it
available was mostly a ”look at what I've done - isn't this neat” kind of thing (Torvalds
1998).
Motivational types like this show that getting instrumental value back is not the first
consideration of involvement with any Web project. Researchers into collective
intentionality and sociality theorise that the Hi-Tech Gift Economy may have serious
implications on attitude formation within Web communities. Franck (1999) suggests that
if the way out of materialism is not found in mass abstinence [lack of motivation to
contribute, because of absent material stimuli/devaluation of money on the Web ], then it
must be sought in hedonism [doing things for “fun”]. Thus, in a state of mass abstinence
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within the Web community, self-fulfilling and hedonic eValue may be seen as important
predictors of behavioural intention to [pro-]use.

8.

Conclusion and Future Work

By helping to clarify the nature of eValue creation, assessment and distribution within
communities joined through the Web, this theoretical paper sheds light on when eValue is
likely to play an important role in driving IT adoption/usage behavior, when it is less
likely to do so, and in which of its nuances. We intend that the propositions, identified
above, stimulate the development of a broad research agenda, with the long-term
objective being to connect theory on consumer information processing and DOI
modelling more fundamentally. In future research we plan to further develop
understanding of the effects of eValue on user acceptance of IT into a detailed model,
with emphasis on ”attention”, rather than ”intention”, while using the information
processing perspective as unifying background of different popular perpectives.
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